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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study
Extension is the largest non-formal adult and youth out-of-school educational
program in the world (Seevers, Graham, Gamon, and Conklin, 1997).When signing the
Smith-Lever Act of 1914, President Woodrow Wilson called it “one of the most
significant and far-reaching measures for the education of adults ever adopted by the
government” (Rasmussen, 1989). The Extension Service was funded by the United
States Congress to bring knowledge and life-skills in a non-formal, off-campus setting to
rural populations. Extension’s curriculum has largely been based in youth development,
agricultural sciences, and home economics (Seevers et al., 1997). Farmers, ranchers, and
home-garden enthusiasts count on the valuable knowledge that Extension agents deliver
in a variety of methods.
Experiment station staff provided laboratory and experimental field information
to anyone who had an interest in this information or could put it to use on their
operations. Although most farmers were literate, many had a lack of trust for what they
called “book farming” in the late 1800’s (Rasmussen, 1989). This lack of trust paired
with the lack of communication channels available to the farmers from the experiment
stations sparked proposals, many of which called for some person-to-person contact
between those who possessed the information and the farmers who desired the
1

information. These proposals led to the creation of farm institutes where college
professors and specialized farmers would come and interact at meetings (Rasmussen,
1989). Over the years the methodology of Extension has changed, but the philosophy has
not. Instead of the “County Agent” visiting individual farms and providing technical
advice, the Extension agent is a source of knowledge for both farmers and home owners.
Most Extension agents work with home-owners dealing with their questions and concerns
for their home-gardens, landscapes, trees, residential, and family needs etc. (Seevers et
al., 1997).
Extension programs were designed to aid in changing the behavior of people
through individualized delivery and community planning and organizing. Extension
delivery methods have evolved and will continue to evolve from individual contact such
as farm visits, phone calls, office visits, to group and mass teaching programs such as
workshops, tours and field days, teleconferences, newsletters, computer-aided
instructional learning, and internet (Seevers et al., 1997).
Using delivery methods that are directed towards the specific clientele is of great
importance in Extension programs. The best way to reach the most clientele is through
incorporation of traditional delivery methods along with electronic methods (Rodewald,
2001). Extension clientele vary greatly in age, gender, race, and socio-economic status.
Extension delivery methods vary greatly within these different types of clientele;
however, these methods will also vary within different operation and breeding program
types. The home gardener and the beef cattle producer have very different informational
needs when it comes to educational programs provided by Extension, so delivery
methods will vary within these two groups (Seevers et al., 1997).
2

Beef Cattle Producers Impact on Mississippi
As of January 1, 2012, there were approximately 950,000 head of cattle and
calves in the state of Mississippi on approximately 18,000 farms and ranches. The
Mississippi beef cattle industry is largely made up of cow-calf operations and stocker calf
operations. Although cow-calf production makes up the greatest portion of Mississippi’s
beef cattle herds, stocker calves still make up roughly 400,000 head of the 950,000 head
of beef cattle in the state (National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2012).
The total production value of the Mississippi beef cattle herd is estimated at $155
million, making it the 8th most important cash crop in Mississippi (MSU-ES, 2012). The
beef cattle industry provides an estimated 2,593 jobs to the state of Mississippi (Promar,
2011). Beef cattle producers depend on the knowledge and research that Extension
employees and Mississippi State University (MSU) personnel provide them with to
ensure that they are running their operations as efficiently and effectively as possible.
Due to the variations in operation size and type (purebred, commercial, stocker,
etc.), and demographics of beef cattle producers in Mississippi, Extension programs are
currently offered in a variety of formats to meet the needs of the Mississippi beef cattle
producer including internet streaming, interactive video, conferences, one-day schools
held at locations throughout the state, and schools held on the MSU campus (MSU-ES,
2012). Additionally, beef cattle producers have the opportunity to gain knowledge
through programs offered through synchronous and asynchronous delivery methods such
as the “Master Cattle Producer” education program (MSU-ES, 2012). Industry
publications such as Cattle Business in Mississippi and Cattle Today along with breed
association magazines such as Limousin World and Maine-Anjou Voice are information
3

sources from which beef cattle producers receive information. Internet, radio, and
television also serve as a source of information for beef cattle producers. Having a
variety of delivery methods and educational opportunities is important for an industry
that has such a varied population and significant economic impact on Mississippi.
Statement of the Problem
Lack of participation in Extension programs is a problem that plagues all aspects
of programming. Determining why people choose not to participate helps in reshaping
Extension programs so that Extension personnel can reach a broader audience. Shaping
Extension programs to fit the needs of the learner through communication channels and
information sources can aid in reaching more segments of the Extension clientele
(Vergot, Israel, and Mayo, 2005).
With the shift towards more online Extension information sources such as
msucares.com and eXtension.org, some producers are utilizing Extension programming
in its original face to face (F2F) mode less often. In a study conducted on internet
Extension usage of agricultural landowners in Michigan, Howell and Habron (2004)
reported that 32.2% of respondents did not have Internet access. Another 54.4% only had
internet access at their business, a local school or library, or a friend or relatives home.
This lack of internet access left many of the respondents without the knowledge that they
needed or desired concerning their agricultural enterprise (Howell and Habron, 2004).
A 2011 study reported that 90% of adults age 22 - 44 used broadband internet in
Mississippi with seventy-nine percent of those aged 45-64 using broadband and 45% of
those over the age of 64 using broadband internet. Additionally, 99% of Mississippians
who obtained a Bachelors degree utilize broadband internet (Garrett and Armour, 2011).
4

Internet-based Extension education efforts will continue to be a major part of the overall
Extension program, however; it is important for Extension personnel to know how their
clients want their information delivered. Regardless of their access to internet, over 70%
of internet accessible respondents and over 75% of respondents without internet access
agreed that they preferred written Extension materials over internet Extension (Howell
and Habron, 2004). Current research into the Extension education and information needs
of Mississippi beef cattle producers is needed to ensure that producers are receiving
Extension information as needed.
Purpose
The purpose of this descriptive-correlational study was to determine whether there
were relationships between demographics of Mississippi beef cattle producers and their
preferred delivery methods of receiving Extension educational programs and other forms
of information. There were three research questions used in this study.
1. What are the demographic patterns among selected beef cattle producers in
Mississippi?
2. What are the preferred delivery methods and information sources of
Mississippi beef cattle producers?
3. Are there demographic patterns among Mississippi beef cattle producers that
can explain their choice of preferred educational and information delivery
method?

5

Definition of Terms
Extension. A program that geographically extends the educational resources of an
institution by special arrangements (as correspondence courses) to persons
otherwise unable to take advantage of such resources (Merriam-Webster, 2011).
Individual Contact: farm or home visits, office visits, telephone calls, personal
correspondence, or result demonstration (Seevers et al., 1997).
Group Contact: meetings, method demonstrations, leader training, tours and field days,
organized clubs, camps, community forums, short courses, workshops, and
teleconferencing (Seevers et al., 1997).
Mass Contact: news stories, radio, television appearances, newsletters, publications
interactive conferences, computer-aided instructional learning, satellite programs,
exhibits, and internet (Seevers et al., 1997).
County Agent: consultant employed jointly by federal and state government to provide
information about agriculture and home economics (Merriam-Webster, 2011).
Smith-Lever Act: Act signed by congress and approved by President Woodrow Wilson
that established the Cooperative Extension Service (Rasmussen, 1989).
URL: the address of a resource (as a document or Web site) on the Internet that consists
of a communications protocol followed by the name or address of a computer on
the network and that often includes additional locating information (MerriamWebster, 2011.)

6

Limitations of the Study
The limitations of the study were the following:
1. This study is limited to a small segment of beef cattle producers who attended one or
more Extension programs for beef cattle producers and agreed to add their email
address to the Extension mailing list or beef cattle producers who receive the “Monday
Memo” e-mail newsletter published by the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association
(MCA).
2. Personal perception of the Extension service and Extension personnel could affect the
research outcome.
3. This study is limited to those producers who have and use an email address.
Assumptions
1. The survey respondents were offered applicable delivery method choices.
2. The survey respondents participate in educational programs or access other
information sources relative to their beef cattle operation.
Significance
This is the first study of Extension education delivery methods and other
informational sources specifically targeting Mississippi beef cattle producers. This study
will provide a better understanding of the learning needs and preferences of Mississippi
beef cattle producers. The study will give information as to how to more effectively
reach beef cattle producers with information. This study may be used as a tool to
increase the participation of Mississippi beef cattle producers in Extension education and
outreach programs.
7

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
Literature exists on delivery method preferences of clientele involved in other
agricultural industries, but little information is available on beef cattle producers.
Additionally, very little, if any, information is available on age, type of operation, formal
education, and percentage of income from their operation and how those variables affect
preferred Extension delivery methods and other information sources. This chapter
presents a review of literature on issues relating to this study and Extension delivery
method preferences. The chapter is divided into four major sections: (a) Extension and
informational delivery methods, (b) Mississippi Extension beef cattle programs, (c)
Extension delivery method preferences in agriculture and (d) beef cattle producer
demographics.
Extension and Informational Delivery Methods
The methods of delivering information to clientele can be broken down into three
basic types: individual contact, group contact, and mass contact.

Individual contact,

also known as interpersonal or dyadic communication takes place between two people
(Telg and Irani, 2012). Individual communication is direct personal communication
between the Extension personnel and the client. Extension personnel may initiate
8

individual contact at the clients’ home or farm, at the Extension personnel’s office, or via
telecommunications. Individual contact provides first-hand contact with the Extension
personnel who may provide first hand answers or solutions to an issue or problem
(Seevers et al., 1997). Individual contact requires pre-planning on the part of Extension
personnel and may also result in the lack of availability of the Extension personnel to
other clientele. Individual contact aids in creating strong public relations between the
Extension Service and the community, however it limits the number of clients that the
Extension personnel can service regularly (Seevers et al., 1997). The ability to identify
the appropriate method of delivery that best fits the specific needs of Extension clientele
is the mark of a true Extension professional (Seevers et al., 1997).
Public or group communication takes place when one person or a small group
addresses a larger group of people (Telg et. al., 2012). Group contact delivery methods
can be more economical for Extension programs in that personnel can serve more than
one client at a time. Group contact allows F2F interaction between Extension personnel
and the clients allowing for that interpersonal connection that many clients need. Public
or group contact requires pre-planning and media constituents to inform producers of
events. Although the actual program can save the Extension agent time, it is important
that enough participants attend these programs to make the prior-planning and financial
investment worth the while of the Extension personnel (Seevers et al., 1997).
Mass contact is the communication of thoughts and ideas through a
communication channel that reaches a large number of people or audience (Telg et. al.,
2012). The use of mass contact is the fastest growing form of Extension contact today.
With more clients with full-time jobs outside the farm, newsletters, computer courses,
9

publications, and television are all becoming more important for many Extension clients
(Seevers et al., 1997). Mass contact reaches such a broad audience, and in some of its
forms is available at the leisure of the client through online articles, asynchronous
programs, and print publications. The greatest disadvantage to mass contact is the lack of
personal contact between the client and the Extension personnel for addressing individual
issues. Many times the mass contact program might not answer the specific questions
that the Extension clients have. This lack of information might initiate a lack of trust in
the Extension personnel, thus causing clients to seek information elsewhere (Seevers et
al., 1997). There is also a fear among some Extension personnel that they will lose
current clients if they begin to trend their delivery to mass communication methods.
Additionally, many Extension personnel are not aware of the type of educational delivery
methods their current clientele are open to in regards to Extension communication (Diem,
Hino, Martin, and Meisenbach, 2011). When choosing a delivery method, the Extension
personnel should evaluate the objectives, the background, and the maturity level of the
clients. By selecting a delivery method that best fits the clientele, the Extension
personnel will be more effective and efficient (Obahayujie and Hillison, 1988).
The utilization of audio, video, and internet media are growing in agriculture.
Companies and organizations are using blogs, websites, and social media outlets to bring
information to and reach out to customers. Those involved in agriculture, including beef
cattle producers, are utilizing these available resources more as they become available
(Telg et al., 2012). One concern with the use of audio and video is the lack of interaction
because of the separation of the teacher and the students. The greatest concern is the
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inability for the teacher and the student to be able to talk as freely and easily with each
other as they would in a traditional setting (Rost, 2000).
Mississippi Extension Beef Cattle Programs
With 1.75 full time employed state Extension beef cattle specialists and 6.5 area
livestock agents, Extension programs for beef cattle producers are available throughout
the state of Mississippi (MSU-ES, 2012). Many publications are currently available
online to beef cattle producers in the state. Publications cover topics such as genetics,
disaster recovery, facilities, end product, health, and nutrition. There are several
certification and educational programs available throughout the year to beef producers
including “Master Cattle Producer” certification, “Beef Quality Assurance” certification,
artificial insemination school, “Cattlemen’s Exchange,” and various short courses (MSUES, 2012). In an interview with Dr. Jane Parish, Extension beef cattle specialist for
MSU-ES, it was noted that beef cattle producers contact her by phone 60% of the time
and by email 40% of the time. Additionally, she noted that the Beef Cattle Improvement
Association newsletter is now available in an email version, however, only 20% of the
recipients choose to receive it in that manner (J. Parish, personal communication, March
16, 2012).
Extension Delivery Method Preferences in Agriculture
Based upon a study conducted in 2010 by Troxel (2010), University of Arkansas
Extension personnel considered print media as the preferred media of livestock and
forage producers. Printed newsletters and materials such as fact sheets were rated highest
of the printed media while displays and posters were rated the lowest. In a study of
11

Northwest Florida beef cattle producers, 50% of producers surveyed indicated that they
always or usually used cattle or farm magazines for receiving information (Vergot et al.,
2005). Both of these studies indicated that online availability of Extension information
was not the preferred communication method.
In a study by Texas Tech University, free-access internet was the second most
preferred delivery method for beef cattle producers to receive information regarding food
safety. Magazines were the most preferred delivery method with farm demonstrations
and farm tours coming in last. The participants in this study were 627 nationwide
attendees of the 2006 National Cattlemen’s Beef Association annual conference
(Jennings, Brashears, Burris, Akers, and Brashears, 2006).
Free-access internet based Extension publications are often used by beef cattle
producers. An internet download monitoring study by MSU-ES found that the Beef
Cattle index page of the msucares.com website had 18,604 views from January 1, 2010 to
September 1, 2011. The most viewed downloads were “The Estrous Cycle of Cattle”
with 12,347, “Body Condition Scoring in Beef Cattle” with 12,302, and “Beef Cattle
Calving Management” with 9,451 views (Bourg, Parish, and Noffsinger, 2012).
Eighty-six of 94 participants (91.5%) of farmer focus groups in Louisiana,
Tennessee, and Virginia preferred learning methods that were hands on, demonstration,
farm visits, field days, discussions, and one-on-one interactions. The least preferred
methods of learning were games, comics, role playing, and radio. There were mixed
preferences regarding web-based education, books, newsletters, meetings, lectures, and
on-farm tests. The perceived preferred educational methods of these farmers by the
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Extension personnel were farm visits, one-on-one interactions, demonstrations, field
days, and on-farm tests (Franz, Piercy, Donaldson, Westbrook, and Richard, 2010).
Farm visits, county meetings, and office conferences were the preferred
educational delivery methods of small farmers in West Tennessee (Ford, 1995). Internetbased communication was not studied in the project; however, it was found that 75% of
the farmers who used computers had at least some college education.
In a study by Licht and Martin (2007), corn and soybean producers in Iowa stated
that they receive the bulk of their information regarding production practices from mass
media, but use interpersonal communication from their Extension agents for detailed
local and farm-specific information. Producers said that interpersonal communication
was more reliable than mass media and that they could better evaluate its relevance to
their specific operation.
In the 2006 Arkansas Animal Science Department Report, it was reported that
large and small cow-calf producers preferred printed material and newsletters as their
preferred means of educational delivery. The second most preferred method was field
days, one-on-one consultations, and on-farm demonstrations. The least preferred
methods of educational delivery were radio programs, online web-based information,
posters and displays, and distance education. Additionally, both large and small cow-calf
producers clearly indicated that they preferred night-time meetings over morning or
afternoon meetings. Regardless of the delivery methods, both large and small producers
indicated that they could improve their herds and production practices with the help of
the Extension service (Troxel, Lusby, Gadberry, Barham, Riley, Poling, Eddington, and
Justive, 2006).
13

Beef Cattle Producer Demographics
In an Oklahoma assessment of cow-calf producers, it was reported that 80% of the
respondents had completed at least some college course work. Sixty percent of the
respondents were over the age of 50, and 76% depended on cattle for 40% or less of their
total income (Vestal, Ward, Damona, and Lalman, n.d.).
In a similar assessment of stocker cattle producers in Oklahoma it was reported
that 63% of the respondents said that their cattle operation made up 40% or less of their
total income, where 37% of respondents said that their stocker cattle operation made up
41-100% of their total income. Fifty-three percent were over the age of 50, and nearly
82% of the respondents had attended college, graduated from college, or completed some
post-graduate work (Johnson, Damona, Lalman, Peel, and Raper, n.d.).
Duffy (2008) conducted a study on management practices of Beef Quality
Assurance (BQA) certified producers verses non-BQA certified producers in Montana.
Results of the study indicated that 4.3%, 72.4%, and 16.4% of respondents were less than
30, 31 – 60, and greater than 60 years of age respectively. Additionally, 20.7% had
completed some college coursework, 43.1% had graduated from college, and 4.3% had a
graduate or professional degree.
The 2002 Northwest Florida Beef and Forage survey indicated that 42% of the
respondents received 1 to 25% of their total income from their beef cattle operation, 14%
received 26 to 50% and 14% received 51 to 75% of their total income from their beef
cattle operation. Finally, 31% of survey respondents indicated that 76 to 100% of their
total income came from their beef cattle operation (Vergot et al., 2005). In the same study
it was reported that 30, 24, 33, and 12% of respondents had been involved with beef
14

cattle production for 0 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, 21 to 40 years, and 41+ years,
respectively. The Northwest Florida Beef and Forage survey also acquired information on
cattle operation type. It was reported that 76% of survey respondents operated a
commercial beef cattle herd whereas 11% operated a purebred beef cattle herd (Vergot et
al., 2005).
A survey of Mississippi beef cattle producers was conducted in 1999 and
indicated that 93% of beef cattle producers were over the age of 40 years. The greatest
percentage age classification was those over 60 years of age at 42.9% whereas 24% were
51 to 60 years of age, and 26.4% were 41 to 50 years of age. The average years of
involvement in beef cattle production for the respondents was 29.6 years. It was reported
that 52.7% of respondents were employed off the farm with 84% of those respondents
having a full time job. The percentage off-farm income for respondents was 70% (Little,
Forrest, and Lacey, 2000). Although the study is 13 years old, it offers a point of
comparison for the finding of this study.
Summary
Understanding the communication needs and wants of Extension clientele is
essential for further development of Extension programs. The contradiction of findings
in each of these studies suggests a need for evaluating the Extension delivery method
preferences of beef cattle producers in the state of Mississippi. Studying the Extension
delivery method preferences of Mississippi beef cattle producers will better position
Extension personnel to reach producers though communication channels that will reach
the greatest percentage of the audience.
15

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine preferred educational and
informational delivery methods of Mississippi beef cattle producers. In addition, the
study sought to determine what relationships, if any, exist between educational and
informational delivery method and age, operation and breeding program type, and
percentage of income from the cattle operation. This chapter describes the population
sampled for this study, research, design, variables, instrumentation, and data collection
procedures and analysis.
Design
A descriptive-correlational research design was utilized for the study to describe
this large set of data in a more simple and easy to understand form. Using a descriptivecorrelational design allows for analysis of the relationship between the variables such as
age, type of operation, formal education, and percent of income that comes from the beef
cattle operation (Gravetter and Wallnau, 2009). The study sought to establish
relationships between the variables, specifically how age, operation and breeding
program type, and percentage of income from the cattle operation correlated with
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preferred Extension and informational delivery methods for Mississippi beef cattle
producers.
Population
The sample was selected by sending a survey invitation embedded in the
“Monday Memo” weekly e-mail update from the MCA as email addresses for the MCA
members could not be attained to send the survey out directly because of privacy
concerns. Additionally, a convenience sample of participants who attended various beef
cattle producer oriented Extension programs and whose email addresses were on selected
county Extension mailing lists were sent the survey. The Extension respondents by
county were as follows: Oktibbeha County: 11, Lee County: 3, Clarke County: 1,
Franklin County: 1, Webster County: 1, Walthall County: 1, Yalobusha County: 1 and
Amite County: 4. The counties for this convenience sample were chosen as a result of
their Extension professionals responding to a request for email addresses for the purpose
of this survey.
Approval to use the members of the MCA was requested and received from the
Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association. Authorization was granted to conduct the study by
the MSU Institutional Review Board (IRB), study # 12-108 (see Appendix A).
Respondents by county for those who responded through the “Monday Memo”
online invitation are outlined in Figure 1. Three respondents did not indicate where their
primary operation was located. Two of those respondents were part of the Extension
group and one was a part of the MCA group.
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Figure 1

Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association Response Rates by County

Variables
The independent variables for the study were age, type of operation, formal
education, and percentage of income from their operation. The dependent variables were
preferred educational delivery method of beef cattle producers.
Instrumentation
The research instrument for this study was a survey. The demographic data
gathered included age, operation and breeding program type, and percentage of total
income gained from the beef cattle operation. This survey was modeled after surveys of
similar type in the literature.
One such survey sought information from beef cattle producers in 12 counties in
Northwest Florida concerning demographics, production practices, Extension service
usage, and Extension communication channel preferences. The survey was also designed
to collect demographic information from the beef cattle producers specifically age, type
of operation, formal education, and percentage of income from their operation (Vergot et
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al., 2005). The second survey acquired information from beef cattle producers attending
the 2006 National Cattlemen’s Beef Association annual conference about where they
receive information concerning food safety (Jennings et al., 2006).
Content validity was evaluated by three Agricultural and Extension educators in
Mississippi to ensure that the instrument was applicable to the state of Mississippi. A
copy of the final survey instrument is available in Appendix B and Appendix C.
Data Collection
Using the methods of Salant and Dillman (1994), precursory invitation emails
were sent out the week before the survey informing the Extension participants of the
upcoming survey delivery and were asked whether or not they would be willing to
participate in the survey. The precursory invitation to participate in the survey email was
sent out to 110 people who had attended beef cattle Extension programs and had provided
an email address for contact purposes. Of those 110 producers, 16 producers indicated
that they were interested in participating in the survey. After sending two precursory
participation invitations, the actual surveys were sent out where the participants
electronically signed an informed consent form and were directed to the survey via a
URL link to SurveyMonkey®. A total of 25 responses were collected from the Extension
group yielding a response rate of 156.3% for those who indicated that they were
interested in participating, and a response rate of 22.6% for the entire Extension group.
The increase in response rate once the actual survey was sent out is likely caused by
producers not taking the time to reply to the precursory invitation survey, but were
willing to follow through when the actual survey was released. Whereas the precursory
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invitation was non-essential, it was of interest in a study about producers’ communication
and educational preferences.
Surveys were sent via email to members of the MCA who subscribe to the
“Monday Memo” weekly e-newsletter. The link to the survey was directly embedded in
the newsletter. The survey was included in the “Monday Memo” for two consecutive
weeks on April 9, 2012 and April 16, 2012 where it was the second story in the email
publication (Appendix D).
A link to the survey was sent out embedded in the “Monday Memo” newsletter
that goes out to 1015 recipients each week. The MCA uses Constant Contact® to track
the activity of the subscribers to the “Monday Memo.” Of the 1,015 recipients of the
“Monday Memo,” 360 opened the email, with 55 recipients actually clicking on the
embedded survey. With that information, this study received a response rate of 4.12% for
the entire 1,015 recipients and a response rate of 11.6% for the 360 recipients that
actually opened the email newsletter. Response rate for both groups, as well as the
overall response rate are shown in Table 1.
Table 1

Response Rates for MCA group of 360 potential respondents, Extension
group of 110 potential respondents, and the overall respondent sample (n =
67)

1st Survey Release
2nd Survey Release
Total

Mississippi
Cattlemen’s
Association
6.9%
4.7%
11.6%
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Extension

Overall

6.3%
16.3%
22.6%

6.8%
7.4%
14.2%

Dillman (2000) indicates that response rates to online surveys are limited to those
with increased rates of internet use. While acknowledging its difficulty, he encourages a
response rate of 80% or greater. Dillman encourages that the survey not be delivered to
the entire population, but rather to sample groups. Increasing the number of times that
the sample had the opportunity to take the survey could have increased the response rate.
This would have required the survey to be available for a longer period of time.
Additionally, providing some kind of incentive to the respondents could have potentially
increased the response rate.
Producers were asked about how and when they like to attend Extension programs.
The last two questions in the survey asked producers from whom and where they receive
most of their information regarding beef cattle production. They were asked to rank them
using a 5-point Likert scale where 0 = Never Use and 4 = Always Use.
Producers were asked to provide demographic information such as age, years in
production, type of operation (commercial, purebred, or stocker), and percentage of
annual income that comes from their beef cattle operation. In an effort to compare nonrespondents to survey respondents, the demographics of the larger Mississippi beef cattle
producer population were examined. Demographic parameters of this sample was found
to be similar to those found in a 1999 survey including age of the producer, years
involved in beef cattle production, and percentage of income from beef cattle operation
conducted by the MSU Agricultural Economics Department on beef cattle producers in
Mississippi (Little, Forrest, and Lacey, 2000). This comparison suggested that the
respondents from our sample were representative of both the non respondents of the
sample as well as the population of Mississippi beef cattle producers.
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Data Analysis
Data collected from the surveys were transferred into SPSS® 19.0, and
percentages, standard deviations, means, and frequencies were calculated to summarize
the data. Demographic data were reported by frequencies and percentages. Means and
standard deviations were calculated for each delivery method and information source.
The Pearson Product-moment statistic was used to determine the correlation between
preferred information and delivery methods between each of the demographics in the
study. A range of -1 to 1 was given with “0” showing no correlation. The closer to the
extremes (-1 and 1) indicates a greater likelihood that the variables were correlated. An
alpha level of 0.05 a priori was established to correlate significance. Davis’ strength of
correlation was used to determine correlations between variables, including 0.30 to 0.49
indicating a moderate correlation, 0.50 to 0.69 indicating a substantial correlation, and
0.70 to 0.99 indicating a very strong correlation (Davis, 1971).
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to determine preferred educational delivery
methods of Mississippi beef cattle producers. In addition, the study sought to determine
what relationships, if any, existed between communication channel delivery method and
age, operation and breeding program type, and percentage of income from the cattle
operation. This chapter describes the finding of the three research questions proposed in
this study.
1. What are the demographic patterns among selected beef cattle producers in
Mississippi?
2. What are the preferred delivery methods and information sources of
Mississippi beef cattle Producers?
3. Are there demographic patterns among Mississippi beef cattle producers that
can explain their choice of preferred educational and information delivery
method?
When asked how many educational events survey participants had attended or
how many times participants received information regarding beef cattle or forage
production from MSU-ES in the past 12 months, 8.7% of survey participants indicated
that they had never received information or attended an educational event through MSUES. However, 56.5% of survey participants indicated that they had attended an
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educational event or received information from MSU-ES one to five times within the last
12 months. The remaining survey participants indicated that they attended an educational
event or received information from MSU-ES 14.5% (6 to 10 times), 2.9% (11 to 15
times), and 14.5% (>15 times) within the last 12 months.
Survey participants were asked to indicate what time of the day that they
preferred MSU-ES to schedule educational programs. Weekday evenings (after 6 p.m.)
were favored by 58.0% of survey respondents. Saturdays were favored by 18.8% of
respondents. Weekday mornings (8 to 12) were favored by 14.5% of respondents.
Finally, weekday afternoons (1 to 5) were favored by 4.3% of respondents.
When asked how far survey participants were willing to travel to attend
workshops, field days, or conferences, 37.7% responded that they were willing to travel
21 to 40 miles to attend these events. An additional 11.6% responded that they were
willing to travel 0 to 20 miles to attend these events, while, 26.1% of survey respondents
indicated that they were willing to travel 41 to 60 miles to attend events, and 21.7% of
survey respondents indicated that they were willing to travel greater than 61 miles to
attend workshops, field days, or conferences concerning beef cattle production.
The modes of educational delivery method were broken down into three
categories including individual contact, group contact, and mass contact listed in Figure
2.
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Individual
Contact

Group
Contact

Mass
Contact

•

Other Cattle Producers
in the area

•

Cattlemen’s
Tours

•

Cattle or Farm
Magazines

•

Relatives who produce
cattle

•

Beef Cattle and Forage
Field Days

•

T.V.
Programs

•

Veterinarian

•

Research Unit
Demonstrations

•

MCA
Newsletters

•

Local farm and feed
supply dealer

•

Farm Demonstrations

•

Industry
Blogs

•

Company Sales
Representative

•

Beef Conferences and
Trade Shows

•

Newspaper
Articles

•

County Extension
Agent

•

Radio
Shows

•

University
Specialist

•

Commercial
internet web sites

•

Natural Resource
Conservation Service
Agent
Vocational Agriculture
Teacher

•

msucares.com

•

County Extension
Newsletter

•

Private
Consultant

•

•

Observations of what
other local
farmers/ranchers do

Extension
Publications/Fact
Sheets

•

Figure 2

Educational and Informational Delivery Methods by type of Contact
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Question 1. What are the demographic patterns among selected beef cattle
producers in Mississippi?
The population for this study consisted of members of the MCA and beef cattle
producers who attended various Extension programs for beef cattle producers. These
producers are part of the greater beef cattle producer population in the state of
Mississippi, which is estimated at 18,000 beef cattle operations (National Agricultural
Statistics Service, 2012). A survey conducted by the Agricultural Economics Department
at MSU in 1999 indicated that the majority of beef cattle producers were over the age of
40 years. In this study, the greatest percentage of producers were over 60 years of age at
42.9%. Twenty-four percent of producers were between the ages of 51 to 60, whereas
26.4% were between the ages of 41 to 50 years. The average years of involvement in
beef cattle production for the respondents was 29.6 years. It was also indicated that
52.7% of respondents were employed off the farm with 84% of those respondents having
a full-time job. The percentage off-farm income for respondents was 70% (Little,
Forrest, and Lacey, 2000).
Demographics for the producers surveyed for this study were analyzed. Each
question was voluntary, so sample size varied by question. There were 67 total producers
who responded to the survey. The two groups in this study are those from the Extension
mailing list hereafter known as Extension group, and those who responded to the
“Monday Memo” survey, hereafter referred to as the MCA group. There were 42 survey
respondents from the MCA group. The average age of the MCA group was 53.3 years
(SD = 13.35). There were 25 survey respondents from the Extension email group. The
average age of the Extension group was 54.0 years (SD = 13.3). The producers’ ages
ranged from 20 to 77. The mean age of the survey participants (n = 67) was 53.6 years
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(SD = 13.4), and the median age was 55 years. The mean age of the survey participants
was less than that of those surveyed in the 2007 USDA Ag Census (M = 58 years). Table
2 below describes the types of operations and breeding programs of both the Extension
and MCA groups as indicated by the survey respondents.
Table 2

Mississippi Beef Cattle Producer Operation and Breeding Program types
based on Producer Sample Group (n = 67)
Mississippi
Cattlemen’s
Association

Extension

Sample

85.7%
80%
82.9%
Commercial*
28.6%
32%
30.3%
Purebred*
7.1%
4.2%
5.65%
Stocker*
* Producers were allowed to check all operation and breeding program types that applied
to them, so totals exceed 100%.

The degree of formal education of survey participants ranged from High School
graduate to Graduate or Professional degree holders. Table 3 outlines the formal
education of the producers in this survey.
Table 3

Degree of Formal Education of Mississippi beef cattle producers ( n = 67)

Some
High School

High School
Graduate

Some
College

College
Graduate

0%

7.5%

22.4%

38.8%

Graduate or
Professional
Degree
31.3%

The average survey responder from the MCA group had completed some college
course work, whereas the average survey respondent from the Extension email group was
a college graduate. Percentages of total income for the survey participants for each group
as well as the overall sample are listed in Table 4.
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Table 4

Percentage of total income beef cattle producers receive from their beef
cattle operation (n = 65)

0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%
Total

Mississippi
Cattlemen’s
Association

Extension

71.4%
21.4%
7.2%
0%
100% (40)

84%
8%
0%
8%
100% (25)

Overall
77.7%
14.7%
3.6%
4.0%
100% (65)

The average number of years of experience in beef cattle production for survey
participants was 28.4 years (SD = 15.07). With a range of 1 to 52 years, ten of the (n =
65) survey participants indicated that they had been involved with beef cattle production
for more than 40 years. The average number of years of experience in beef cattle
production for the MCA group was 27.1 years (SD = 13.62). The average number of
years of experience in beef cattle production of the Extension group was 30.6 years
(SD = 17.2) (n = 25).
Question 2. What are the preferred delivery methods and information sources of
Mississippi beef cattle producers?
Percentages and frequencies were calculated for each delivery method type. The
study showed that 40.3% of survey participants “always used” cattle or farm magazines
to gain information regarding beef cattle and forage production. Additionally, 35.4%
“always used” the MCA newsletter to gain information regarding beef cattle and forage
production. The veterinarian was “sometimes used” by 41.8% of survey respondents,
48.5% used a local farm and feed supply dealer, and 41.8% used their County Extension
agent. Survey respondents indicated that they “never use” the private consultant. County
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Extension newsletters (32.8%), msucares.com (38.8%), and commercial internet web
sites (34.8%) were “sometimes used” by the survey respondents. Tables 5, 6, and 7
outline the percentages of usage for Individual, Group, and Mass contact methods.
Table 5
Variables

Survey Respondents Individual Contact Methods Usage (n = 67)
Never
Use

Seldom
Use

Sometimes
Use

Usually
Use

Always
Use

Other Cattle Producers
0%
Relatives
30.8%
Veterinarian
1.5%
Farm/feed supply dealer
0%
Company Sales
4.5%
Rep.
County Ext.
4.5%
Agent
University
7.5%
Specialist
NRCS Agent
16.4%
Ag. Teacher
54.5%
Private Consultant
54.8%
Observations of others
0%
Percentages greater than 35% are in bold
Percentages less than 10% are in italics

3%
12.3%
13.4%
18.2%
36.4%

40.9%
26.2%
41.8%
48.5%
40.9%

31.8%
15.4%
25.4%
21.2%
12.1%

24.2%
15.4%
17.9%
12.1%
6.1%

10.4%

41.8%

25.4%

17.9%

19.4%

32.8%

20.9%

19.4%

23.9%
28.8%
27.4%
6.3%

25.4%
12.1%
9.7%
35.9%

23.9%
4.5%
3.2%
39.1%

10.4%
0%
4.8%
18.8%

Table 6
Variables

Survey Respondents Group Contact Methods Usage (n = 67)
Never
Use

Cattlemen’s Tours
15.2%
Cattle and Forage Field Days
9.1%
Research Unit Demonstrations 19.7%
Farm Demonstrations
13.6%
Beef Conferences and Trade
11.9%
Shows
Percentages greater than 35% are in bold
Percentages less than 10% are in italics

Seldom
Use

Sometimes
Use

Usually
Use

Always
Use

31.8%
22.7%
25.8%
16.7%
22.4%

30.3%
37.9%
34.8%
45.5%
37.3%

15.2%
24.2%
15.2%
16.7%
22.4%

7.6%
6.1%
4.5%
7.6%
6%
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Table 7
Variables

Survey Respondents Mass Contact Methods Usage (n = 67)
Never UseSeldom UseSometimes UseUsually UseAlways Use

Cattle or Farm Magazines 0%
1.5%
T.V. Programs
11.9%
11.9%
MCA
4.6%
4.6%
Newsletters
Industry Blogs
21.5%
38.5%
Newspaper
17.2%
31.3%
Articles
Radio Shows
31.3%
44.8%
Commercial web sites
12.1%
18.2%
msucares.com
11.9%
10.4%
Co. Ext. Newsletter
9%
10.4%
Ext. Pubs./Fact sheets
3%
6%
Percentages greater than 35% are in bold
Percentages less than 10% are in italics

20.9%
37.3%
26.2%

37.3%
23.9%
29.2%

40.3%
14.9%
35.4%

26.2%
34.4%

10.8%
12.5%

3.1%
4.7%

13.4%
34.3%
28.8%
32.8%
38.8%

7.5%
20.9%
26.9%
28.4%
26.9%

3%
13.4%
11.9%
19.4%
25.4%

Intercorrelational statistics were calculated from respondent surveys regarding
beef cattle and forage production. Using intercorrelational statistics allows us to describe
what relationship, may exist between the different types of individual, group, and mass
contact methods. Intercorrelational statistics can help in determining which contact
methods could be grouped together or used in conjunction to reach a specific audience.
The degree and direction of linear relationships between two variables can be measured
by using the Pearson correlation (Gravetter and Wallnau, 2009). Tables 8 and 9 outline
the intercorrelations of individual contact methods and information sources.
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Table 8

Intercorrelations between methods of Individual Contact (n = 67)

Variables
X1
X2
X3
X4
X5
X6
X7
Other Cattle Producers 1.00 .343** .308* .360** .284*
.121
.158
(X1)
Relatives (X2)
1.00
-.010
.209
.151
.078
-.080
Veterinarian (X3)
1.00
.400** .550** .314** .491**
Farm/feed supply
1.00
.306*
.351** .215
dealer (X4)
Company Sales
1.00
.429** .672**
Rep. (X5)
County Ext.
1.00
.639**
Agent (X6)
University
1.00
Specialist (X7)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Table 9

Intercorrelations between methods of Individual Contact (n = 67)

Variables
Y1
Y2
Other Cattle Producers (X1)
.227
-.062
Relatives (X2)
.032
.057
Veterinarian (X3)
-.006
.412**
Farm/feed supply dealer (X4)
-.118
.499**
Company Sales Rep. (X5)
.448**
.253**
County Ext. Agent (X6)
.502**
.317**
University Specialist (X7)
.476**
.278*
NRCS Agent (Y1)
1.00
.273*
Vocational Ag. Teacher (Y2)
1.00
Private Consultant (Y3)
Observations (Y4)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Y3
.197
-.050
.108
-.068
.136
.234
.304*
.160
.358**
1.00

Y4
.600**
.220
.177
.373**
.129
.043
-.047
.284*
.109
.136
1.00

Company sales representative (r = 0.550) and the farm and feed supply dealer (r =
0.400) were both moderately correlated with the Veterinarian. Additionally, Veterinarian
(r = 0.412), farm and feed supply dealer (r = 0.499), company sales representative (r =
0.448), and University specialist (r = 0.476) were moderately correlated with the Natural
Resource Conservation Specialist (NRCS) agent. The NRCS agent was substantially
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correlated with the County Extension agent (r = 0.502). This finding is in agreement
with a 2010 study of farmer, agent, and specialist perspectives on learning preferences of
farmers that reported that 85% of participants in a farmer focus group preferred one-onone interaction (Fanz et al., 2010). Observations of what other producers did as well as
communication with other producers (r = 0.600) about beef cattle production practices
were also substantially correlated. The significant intercorrelations between Field Days
and Research Unit demonstrations (r = 0.677) and Farm Demonstrations (r = 0.529)
suggests that producers prefer face-to-face, hands-on programs when they communicate
in a group. Table 10 outlines the intercorrelations of group contact methods and
information sources.
Table 10

Intercorrelations between methods of Group Contact (n = 67)

Variables
X1
X2
Cattlemen’s Tours (X1)
1.00
.565
Field Days (X2)
1.00
Research Unit
Demos. (X3)
Farm Demos. (X4)
Conferences and Trade
Shows (X5)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

X3
.591
.677**
1.00

X4
.557
.529**
.703**
1.00

X5
.666
.638
.793**
.748**
1.00

A substantial correlation was observed between research unit demonstrations
(r = 0.677), farm demonstrations (r = 0.529) and field days. Additionally, a very strong
correlation was observed between Farm demonstrations (r = 0.703), conferences and
trade shows (r = 0.793) and research unit demonstrations. A very strong correlation
(r =0.748) was found between farm demonstrations and conferences and trade shows.
The very strong correlation between farm demonstrations and research unit
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demonstrations observed in this study is in agreement with findings in the Strong, Harder,
and Carter (2010) study on effective teaching strategies for adult learners in the Master
Beef Producer program. Additionally, these results are in agreement with a 2010 study
on farmer, agent, and specialist perspectives on learning preferences among farmers.
This study reported that 96%, 94%, and 88% of farmers preferred demonstrations, farm
visits, and field days respectively (Franz, et al., 2010). Tables 11 and 12 outline the
intercorrelations of mass contact methods and information sources.
Table 11

Intercorrelations between methods of Mass Contact (n = 67)

Variables
X1
X2
X3
X4
X5
X6
X7
Cattle or Farm
1.00 .534** .531** .319** .279*
.292*
.371**
Magazines (X1)
T.V. Programs (X2)
1.00
.410** .437** .394** .411** .464**
MCA
1.00
.248
.170
.375** .410**
Newsletters (X3)
Industry Blogs (X4)
1.00
.538** .499** .437**
Newspaper
1.00
.494** .394**
Articles (X5)
Radio Shows (X6)
1.00
.411**
Commercial web sites
1.00
(X7)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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Table 12

Intercorrelations between methods of Mass Contact (n = 67)

Variables
Y1
Cattle or Farm Magazines (X1)
.313**
T.V. Programs (X2)
.409**
MCA
.302*
Newsletters (X3)
Industry Blogs (X4)
.397**
Newspaper
.228
Articles (X5)
Radio Shows (X6)
.291*
Commercial web sites (X7)
.615**
msucares.com (Y1)
1.00
County Ext. Newsletters (Y2)
Ext. Pubs./Fact Sheets (Y3)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Y2
.472**
.445**
.384**

Y3
.289**
.287*
.310*

.364**
.325**

.269*
.158

.428**
.290**
.343**
1.00

.306*
.154
.474**
.614**
1.00

Moderate and low correlations were observed throughout most of the mass
contact methods of educational and informational delivery methods. However,
substantial correlations were observed between T.V. programs (r = 0.534), MCA
newsletters (r = 0.531) and cattle and farm magazines. Additionally, substantial
correlations were found between the use of industry blogs and newspaper articles
(r = 0.538). Finally, a substantial correlation was observed between the use of
msucares.com and the use of commercial internet web sites (r = 0.614).
The 2007 study of communication channel preferences of Iowa corn and soybean
producers reported that they receive the majority of their information from mass media,
but they rely on individual contact methods to receive detailed information regarding
local and farm specific information. Additionally, they reported that individual contact
methods were more reliable than the information received from mass contact methods
(Licht and Martin, 2007).
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Question 3. Are there demographic patterns among Mississippi beef cattle
producers that can explain their choice of preferred educational and
informational delivery methods?
Correlations were examined between demographic data of the survey participants
and the individual, mass, and group contact methods of educational and informational
delivery. Correlations between the demographics of the survey respondents and the types
of individual contact methods are listed in Table 13.
Table 13

Correlations between demographics of Mississippi beef cattle producers and
types of individual contact methods (n = 67)

Variables
Group Experience Income Percentage
Other Cattle Producers .246**
-.092
.107
Relatives
.065
-.091
-.129
Veterinarian
-.006
-.123
.167
Farm/feed dealer
.127
.041
.389**
Company Sales Rep.
-.091
.199
.159
County Ext. Agent
.135
.195
.171
University Specialist
-.061
.198
.235
NRCS Agent
.049
.020
.064
Ag. Teacher
-.097
.086
.017
Private Consultant
-.060
.112
.192
Observation of Others
.225
-.004
-.177
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Age
-.126
-.386
.045
.007
.161
.263*
.264*
.129
.124
.112
-.037

Education
.104
.029
.180
-.077
.096
.263*
.248
.020
-.213
-.054
-.085

A moderate correlation was observed between producer group and farm and feed
dealer (r = .389). The survey respondents from the Extension group were more likely to
use their farm and feed supply dealer for acquiring information concerning beef cattle
and forage production. Additionally, a low, yet significant correlation (r = 0.246) was
found between producer group and their use of other cattle producers to gain information
regarding beef cattle and forage production. Furthermore, as producer age increased
there was an increased correlation between age, use of County Extension agent
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(r = 0.263), and University Specialist (r = 0.264). Additionally, as the amount of formal
education for the producer increased, there was an increased correlation with the use of
the county Extension agent (r = 0.263) to gain information regarding beef cattle and
forage production. Table 14 outlines the correlations between mass contact methods and
the demographics of the survey respondents.
Table 14

Correlations between demographics of Mississippi beef cattle producers and
types of mass contact methods (n = 67)

Variables
Group Experience Income Percentage
Cattle/Farm Magazines .034
.085
.276*
T.V. Programs
-.117
.158
.213
MCA Newsletters
-.171
.018
.151
Industry Blogs
-.072
.103
-.212
Newspaper Articles
.002
.204
-.164
Radio Shows
.054
.136
.094
Commercial web sites
-.171
-.214
-.187
msucares.com
.024
-.078
-.238
Ext. Newsletters
-.045
.226
.201
Ext. Pubs./Fact Sheets
.048
.090
.186
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Age
.300*
-.030
.098
-.071
.096
-.015
-.215
-.135
.285
.191

Education
.075
-.004
.005
.114
.020
.026
-.095
.153
-.006
.268*

A moderate correlation was observed between age of producer and the use of
cattle and farm magazines (r = 0.300). As age of the producer increased, it was found
that their use of cattle and farm magazines increased. A low, yet significant correlation
was found between cattle and farm magazines and years of experiences in the cattle
industry (r = 0.276). Additionally, there was a low correlation between the use of
Extension publications and fact sheets and the formal education of beef producers
(r = 0.268). The higher the education level of the producer the more likely they were to
use Extension publications and fact sheets. These findings are in agreement with those
found in a 2007 Texas Tech University study of the beef cattle industry’s use of various
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communication channels to obtain information about food safety. These finding found
that magazines, free internet, and technical publications were the most preferred methods
to receive information regarding food safety (Jennings et al., 2006). Table 15 outlines the
correlations between group contact methods and demographics of the survey respondents.
Table 15

Correlations between demographics of Mississippi beef cattle producers and
types of group contact methods (n = 67)

Variables
Group Experience Income Percentage
Cattlemen’s Tours
-.001
.019
-.013
Field Days
-.058
.193
.063
Research Unit Demos. -.079
.245
.086
Farm Demos.
-.057
.096
.035
Conferences/Trade
-.202
.133
-.025
Shows
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Age
.155
.250*
.244*
.259*
.166

Education
-.043
.189
-.003
.071
.084

Significant correlations were found between age of producers and their attendance
to field days (r = 0.250), research unit demonstrations (r = 0.244), and farm
demonstrations (r = 0.259). As the age of producers increased, their attendance to these
events increased. Tables 16, 17, and 18 outlines the correlations between individual,
mass, and group contact methods respectively and the type of beef cattle operation of the
survey respondents.
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Table 16

Correlations between type of beef cattle operation and individual contact
methods (n = 67)

Variables
Commercial
Purebred
Other Cattle Producers
-.024
-.066
Relatives
.007
-.097
Veterinarian
-.126
-.131
Farm/feed supply dealer
-.045
.031
Company Sales Rep.
-.146
-.035
County Ext. Agent
-.093
-.011
University Specialist
-.075
-.002
NRCS Agent
-.010
-.016
Vocational Ag. Teacher
.063
-.026
Private Consultant
-.065
.144
Observation of Others
-.050
-.151
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
Table 17

Stocker
-.077
-.034
.205
-.003
.127
.150
.002
.181
.182
.305*
.099

Correlations between type of beef cattle operation and mass contact methods
(n = 67)

Variables
Commercial
Purebred
Cattle/Farm Magazines
-.010
.110
T.V. Programs
-.035
-.044
MCA Newsletters
.055
.054
Industry Blogs
.031
-.192
Newspaper Articles
.046
-.234
Radio Shows
.007
-.015
Commercial web sites
.057
-.117
msucares.com
-.113
.020
County Ext. Newsletters
-.025
.034
Ext. Pubs./Fact Sheets
-.110
-.036
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
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Stocker
.022
.015
-.206
.070
.233
-.100
.091
-.037
-.031
-.162

Table 18

Correlations between type of beef cattle operation and group contact
methods (n = 67)

Variables
Commercial
Purebred
Cattlemen’s Tours
-.054
-.058
Cattle/Forage Field Days
.020
-.194
Research Unit Demos.
.055
-.159
Farm Demos.
-.013
-.145
Conferences/Trade Shows
.101
-.232
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Stocker
.016
-.050
.038
-.030
.028

Correlations between commercial, purebred, or stocker operations and the types
of informational and educational delivery methods were not significantly correlated.
However, there was a moderate correlation between stocker cattle producers and their use
of private consultants to gain information regarding beef cattle and forage production (r =
0.305).
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a summary of the study, and to address
recommendations regarding the delivery of educational information regarding beef cattle
and forage production to beef cattle producers in the state of Mississippi. This chapter is
divided into three sections: summary, conclusions, and recommendations.
Summary
The beef industry is a major component in the agricultural industry of Mississippi.
As costs continue to increase, it becomes more and more vital that producers are
implementing the most time and cost effective methods of beef cattle production into
their operations. Producers must continue to look toward beef cattle experts in
Extension, higher education, and organizations to gain knowledge and insight to better
prepare them for the challenges that they might face in beef cattle production. Reaching
these producers in a manner that they will be receptive to is imperative to the educator no
matter if they are involved in Extension, MCA, or a commercial enterprise that targets
beef cattle producers. The changing faces of the beef cattle industry and the types of
communication available is making it more important for educators and communicators
alike to change with the needs of those they serve.
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The purpose of this study was to determine whether there were relationships
between demographics of Mississippi beef cattle producers and their preferred delivery
methods of receiving Extension educational programs and other forms of information.
Three questions guided this survey research.
1. What are the demographic patterns among selected beef cattle producers in
Mississippi?
2. What are the preferred delivery methods and information sources of
Mississippi beef cattle producers?
3. Are there demographic patterns among Mississippi beef cattle producers that
can explain their choice of preferred educational and information delivery
method?
The producers asked to participate in the research were recipients of the MCA’s
“Monday Memo” newsletter and participants in Extension beef cattle programs who have
previously attended an Extension program. The total response rate for the survey
participants was 14.2%.
The research design of this survey research project was descriptive-correlational
in nature. It sought to describe the educational and information delivery method
preferences of beef cattle producers in the state of Mississippi.
The instrument utilized in the study had three parts. The first part gathered
demographic information including age, years of experience in beef cattle production,
percentage of income from beef cattle operation, formal education, type of operation
(commercial, purebred, or stocker), and county that operation is located in. The second
part sought to gather information on their participation in Extension beef cattle programs
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including number of Extension programs that they have attended in the past 12 months,
best time of day to hold Extension programs, and how far they would be willing to drive
to attend an Extension program. The final part of the survey sought to determine the
preferred educational and information delivery methods of various, individual, mass, and
group contact methods.
The independent variables for the study are age, type of operation, formal
education, and percentage of income from their operation. The dependent variables are
preferred educational delivery method of beef cattle producers. Dependent and
independent variables were compared through correlational analysis. Additionally,
intercorrelational analyses were conducted on the dependent variables. Correlational
analysis was conducted on the delivery methods and the demographic data of the survey
participants. Davis’ strength of correlation was used to determine correlations (r)
between variables, including 0.30 to 0.49 indicating a moderate correlation, 0.50 to 0.69
indicating a substantial correlation, and 0.70 to 0.99 indicating a very strong correlation
(Davis, 1971).
The average age of this producer group was 54.04 years (SD = 13.3). The average
survey responder from the MCA group had completed some college course work,
whereas the average survey respondent from the Extension group was a college graduate.
The average number of years of experience in beef cattle production of the MCA
producer group was 27.1 years (SD = 13.62). There were 25 survey respondents from the
Extension email group. The average number of years of experience in beef cattle
production of the Extension producer group was 30.64 years (SD = 17.2).
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As age and formal education of the survey participants increased, there was an
increase in the use of the County Extension agent to gain information regarding beef
cattle and forage production. Additionally, the use of a University specialist to gain
information regarding beef cattle and forage production was increased as the age of the
survey participant increased. As age of the producer increased, their use of cattle and
farm magazines increased. Additionally, the higher the education level of the producer
led to an increase use of Extension publications and fact sheets.
Cattle or farm magazines and MCA newsletters were the most preferred methods
of receiving information regarding beef cattle and forage production through mass
contact. Additionally, veterinarians, County Extension agents, and local farm and feed
supply dealers were the most commonly used sources for individual contact. Finally,
cattlemen’s tours, beef cattle and forage field days, research unit demonstrations, and
farm demonstrations were the preferred group contact methods for the survey
participants. Table 19 outlines the most preferred educational and informational delivery
methods by contact type.
Table 19

Most preferred educational and informational delivery methods by contact
type (n = 67)

Individual Contact

Group Contact

Mass Contact

Farm and Feed Supply
Dealers
and
Other Cattle Producers

Farm
Demonstrations

Cattle and Farm
Magazines
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Conclusion
Because no other studies could be found that examined the educational and
informational delivery method preferences of beef cattle producers in the state of
Mississippi, this study provides information that could be vital for educating and
informing beef cattle producers in Mississippi through Extension programming and MCA
activities. The researchers found that older beef cattle producers were more inclined to
use Extension personnel to gain information regarding beef cattle and forage production
than were younger producers. As the population of beef cattle producers continues to
age, there will be a need for newer, younger producers so it is important of Extension
personnel to model their educational and informational delivery methods towards the
changing population of beef cattle producers in the state while not neglecting the current
producer’s needs and preferences.
Cattle or farm magazines and MCA newsletters were preferred the most over the
other forms of mass contact methods. This provides an opportunity for MCA to deliver
quality, research-driven, and progressive information to the beef cattle producers in
Mississippi. Currently MCA collaborates with MSU-ES in article publications in their
monthly magazine “Cattle Business in Mississippi.” It is important that this collaboration
continues in order for MSU-ES to continue to reach beef cattle producers who might not
use Extension in its traditional format.
Extension has seen a move in its delivery toward a more asynchronous format of
delivery, however; as the survey participants indicated in this study, they prefer
synchronous educational programs such as farm tours and demonstrations, research unit
demonstrations, and field days (Kinsey, 2010). This preference could be the result of the
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increased age of beef cattle producers and their familiarity with traditional Extension
programs and their delivery (Troxel et al., 2010).
The most significant intercorrelation in individual contact methods was found
between County Extension agent and University Specialist (r = 0.672), this indicated that
beef cattle producers view little difference between their County Extension Agent and
University Specialists. Additionally, there were significant correlations between
Veterinarian, Farm and Feed supply dealers (r = 0.400), and Company Sales
Representatives (r =0.550). One similarity between all of these is that the producers pay
each of them for some kind of service and see them as a source of knowledge. The
substantial correlation found between msucares.com and the use of Commercial internet
web sites (r = 0.614) can indicate that beef cattle producers see no differences between
websites that provide beef cattle and forage production information.
Because survey respondents utilized farm and feed supply dealers the most for
gaining beef cattle production information, it should be a goal of both MSU-ES and the
MCA to ensure that these farm and feed supply dealers are equipped with the knowledge
needed to be able to answer the questions that their customers have. Additionally, there
should be a good working relationship between the farm and feed supply dealers and the
local Extension staff so as to encourage the farm and feed supply dealers to send their
customers to Extension personnel when they have questions and concerns.
Recommendations
Based on findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations
are offered to the MSU-ES and the MCA:
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1. Continue to offer synchronous educational opportunities to beef cattle
producers in the state of Mississippi though field days, tours, and
demonstrations both on and off of the farm.
2. Continue and expand upon the relationship between MSU-ES and the MCA to
ensure that quality, research driven information is being delivered to beef cattle
producers through newsletters, magazines, and other publications.
3. Ensure that Extension personnel are equipped with the knowledge to work
with beef cattle producers on a one-on-one basis though office visits, phone
calls, and farm visits.
4. Extension personnel should offer educational programs for beef cattle
producers on weekday evenings after 6:00 p.m. to increase participation.
5. Because producers do not appear to acknowledge publication status, MSU-ES
should publish more articles on non-Extension websites.
6. Because producers prefer MCA Newsletters as a mass contact source,
MSU-ES should publish more newsletters for Mississippi cattle producers.
Based on findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations
are offered for further research.
1. Conduct a similar study using a mail-out survey to gather educational and
informational preferences of producers who might not have an email address or
who do not feel comfortable taking online surveys.
2. Conduct a similar study acquiring information on internet usage among beef
cattle producers in the state of Mississippi.
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3. Repeat this study in subsequent years to determine changes in educational and
informational delivery preferences as technology, the beef industry, and
producer age changes.
4. Conduct a similar study with beef cattle producers in neighboring states to
compare results to those found in this study.
5. Conduct research to determine what influences educational and informational
delivery method preferences with other special populations or groups.
6. Conduct research on people who are interested in starting a beef cattle
operation to determine where they would go to gain information regarding beef
cattle and forage production.
7. Conduct a comparative research study between educational and informational
delivery method preferences of beef cattle producers with that of other
livestock producers in Mississippi.
8. Conduct a research study on farm and feed supply dealers knowledge of
animal nutrition.
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APPENDIX B
MISSISSIPPI BEEF CATTLE PRODUCER SURVEY COVER PAGE
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APPENDIX C
MISSISSIPPI BEEF CATTLE PRODUCER SURVEY
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4. Are you presently involved in a beef cattle operation as an owner or manager?
__Yes

__No

5. How many years of experience have you had in beef cattle production?
_____________________
6. What percentage of your total income comes from your beef cattle operation?
__0-25%

__26-50%

__51-75%

__76-100%

7. What is your age?
______________
8. What is the highest level of education that you have attained?
__ Some high school
__ High School
__ Bachelor’s Degree
__ Graduate or Professional Degree
9. Is this beef cattle operation Commercial, Purebred, or Stocker. (Mark all that
apply)
___Commercial

___Purebred

__Stocker

10. In which county is your primary operation located?
_______________________________
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11. In the past 12 months, have you attended and educational event or received
information from the Mississippi State University Extension service regarding beef
cattle or forage production?
__ Never
__1-5 times
__6-10 times
__11-15 times
__>15 times
12. When is the best time of the day for the Mississippi State University Extension
Service to schedule educational programs?
___Weekday Mornings (8-12)
___Weekday Afternoons (1-5)
___Weekday Evenings (after 6 pm)
___Saturdays
13. How far would you be willing to drive to attend a workshop, field day, or
conference?
__0-20 miles
__ 21-40 miles
__ 41-60 miles
__ 60+ miles
13. From the people listed below, how often do you use them to gain information
regarding beef cattle and/or forage production (Circle a number for each item listed
below)?
(0)=Never use (1)=Seldom Use (2)=Sometimes Use (3)=Usually Use (4)=Always
Use
Other cattle producers in the area

(0)
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Relatives who produce cattle

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Veterinarian

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Local farm & feed supply dealers

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Company Sales representatives
(feed, animal health, etc.)

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

County Extension Agent

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

University Specialists

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Natural Resource Conservation
Service agent

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Vocational Agriculture teacher

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Private Consultant

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

14. How often do you use the following methods to gain information regarding beef
cattle and/or forage production (Circle a number for each item listed below)?
(0)=Never use (1)=Seldom Use (2)=Sometimes Use (3)=Usually Use (4)=Always
Use
Extension Publications/Fact Sheets

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

County Extension Newsletters

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

One on one consultation with count
agent by phone, office, or farm visit

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

msucares.com

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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Commercial Internet web site

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Beef Conferences and Trade Shows

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Cattlemen’s Tours

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Beef Cattle or Forage Field Days

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Research Unit Demonstrations

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Farm Demonstrations

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Cattle or Farm Magazines
(0)
(Cattle Business in Mississippi, Beef Today,
Progressive Farmer, MS Market Bulletin, etc.)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Television Programs

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association
Newsletters

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

MSU Internet Blogs

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Industry Blogs

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Newspaper Articles

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Radio Shows

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Observation of what other local
farmers/ranchers do

(0)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
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APPENDIX D
“MONDAY MEMO” EMBEDDED SURVEY
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